naires. The data analyzed do not include all attempts to infect animals with the virus of infectious or serum hepatitis, but they probably include most of such attempts and have been collected with a view to providing a ready list The period of infectivity of the human disease has not been definitely established, but a small number of experiments has given some informaation. The active stage of the disease is marked by the presence of the agent in blood and feces. This agent was not demonstrable in the blood on one occasion halfway through the incubation period, nor in the stool or serum 26 days after the onset of disease, 23 A serious objection to the reported results of Andersen and Tulinius has been the absence of confirmation by other workers whose attempts to repeat the work are not inconsiderable. In the details of the original experiments reported, it is noted that no clinical illness was observed in the pigs and that the animals were sacrificed about four days after inoculation. The lesions described in the livers of these animals were not similar to those of infectious hepatitis in man. No necrosis was described and no cellular infiltration was seen. The elevated plasma icterus would seem convincing but one control animal also presented an elevated icterus. The description of a spontaneous porcine hepatitis in Denmark tends to obscure further the results of the experimentation.t
The passage of infectious hepatitis virus by inoculation of duodenal fluid to chick embryos via the chorio-allantoic route by Siede and Meding54 and by Siede other workers. The criterion of successful passage in these experiments was death of the embryo. No specific lesions in the embryo were described, and the authors recognized the doubtful adequacy of their criterion of stating a positive result. No attempt was made to infect human volunteers with the chick embryo passage material. The description of liver necrosis in inoculated {uinea-pigs by Melnick et al. 40 was considered at the time of experimentation to be inconsistent and more indicative of nonspecific lesions rather than related specifically to the virus inoculated. However, the recent report by Verlinde59 of the consistent production of liver necrosis in guinea-pigs on deficient diets and which had been inoculated with presumably infectious (icterogenic) material may cause a different interpretation to be given to these findings. But still more recently, Jersild and Krag32 were unable to confirm Verlinde's findings. However, they did find that a small number of their injected guinea-pigs had fever and liver changes in the form of an increase in Kupffer cells (without necrosis). In a very small number of these, positive complement-fixation reactions were demonstrable using liver suspensions as antigen, and sera from animals which had been injected with material from cases of chronic hepatitis as antibody.
Animal experimentation with these viruses has involved three variables: (a) presence of the infecting agent; (b) an animal which is susceptible; and (c) a means of recognizing the disease. Many of the negative results cannot be definitely assigned to the lack of a susceptible animal. For example, in reviewing the literature it appears that frequently feces and duodenal contents from patients with serum hepatitis were used. If the information gained from human volunteer experiments is valid, then it is reasonable to assume that no virus was present in the inocula. Criteria 
